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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. This action is in response to the amendment dated 2/3/06. Claims 1-8 are pending. - 

2. The rejection of claim 1 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Admitted 
Prior Art in the present specification in view of the collective teachings of Amphlett (US 
376721 1, of record) and Robins (US 3740062, of record), as set forth in paragraph 3 of the 
previous action, has been withdrawn in light of the present amendment; note Applicant's 
arguments presented in the last paragraph on p. 5 of the remarks regarding the Amphlett and 
Robins references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Admitted 
Prior Art in the present specification in view of Muller et al. (DE 3210377V 

With respect to claim 1, it appears Applicant is teaching all the limitations of the claimed 
method for sealing between a plurality of adjoining gaskets disposed between a plurality of 
structural members being known in the art, except - the sealant being a capsule of curable 
viscous sealant that is disposed on one of the gaskets and then squeezed with the structural 
members to dispense the uncured sealant from the capsule, wherein the capsule contains 
sufficient sealant to substantially seal the pocket, and curing the sealant (p. 2, sections [0002- 
0005]). 
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It is known generally in the gasket art, but also specifically in the gasket art as it relates to 
internal combustion engines, to form a seal between a gasket 3 and another surface by disposing 
a capsule of curable viscous sealant (reference 10 in Figure 1, reference 14 in Figure 2, reference 
17 in Figure 3) on the gasket, squeezing the capsule by pressing the gasket and the surface 
together to dispense the uncured sealant from the capsule into the pocket formed between the 
gasket and surface, wherein the capsule contains sufficient viscous sealant to substantially seal 
the pocket, and curing the sealant, as taught by Muller (abstract and oral translation). Such a 
sealant delivery system is preferred over other sealant delivery systems, such as machine- 
injected sealants, because it is not as messy, costly or time consuming. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to seal 
between the gaskets of the Admitted Prior Art by disposing a capsule of curable viscous sealant 
on one of the gaskets, squeezing the capsule with the structural members and dispensing the 
uncured sealant from the capsule into the pocket, wherein the capsule contains sufficient viscous 
sealant to substantially seal the pocket, and curing the sealant because such a sealant delivery 
system is known in the gasket art, as taught by Muller, and it is not as messy, costly or time 
consuming as other types of sealant delivery systems. 

Regarding claims 2-4, Muller teaches the capsule comprising a sealant contained in a thin 
walled semi-rigid container but is not concerned with how the capsule is formed. Therefore, 
selection of a forming technique would have been within purview of the skilled artisan; it being 
noted that the claimed technique is well known and conventional- in the capsule art. 

As for the type of sealant material in the capsule, selection of a particular sealant would 
have been within purview of the skilled artisan depending on the material of the gaskets being 


Application/Control Number: 10/673,807 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1733 

sealed by the sealant; it being noted that the claimed sealants are well known and conventional in 
the gasket art. 

Regarding claims 5-6, Muller teaches such. 

5. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C: 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Admitted 
Prior Art and Muller et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of the collective 
teachings of Walding (US 5853030, of record) and the prior art referred to by Leiszter (US 
5149108, of record). 

Regarding claims 7-8, the Admitted Prior Art is silent as to a particular configuration for 
the adjoining gasket surfaces. Selection of a configuration would have been within purview of 
the skilled artisan; however, it would have been obvious to use interdigitated surfaces, such as 
tongue and groove, because such is known in the gasket art, as taught by the collective teachings 
of Walding (Figure 2; column 3, lines 25-35) and the prior art referred to by Leiszter (column 1, 
lines 15-23). 

6. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Admitted 
Prior Art in the present specification in view of the collective teachings of Beers (US 3756635V 
Stol OJS 4514125) and Abraham (US 5888334V 

With respect to claim 1, it appears Applicant is teaching all the limitations of the claimed 
method for sealing between a plurality of adjoining gaskets disposed between a plurality of 
structural members being known in the art, except - the sealant being a capsule of curable 
viscous sealant that is disposed on one of the gaskets and then squeezed with the structural 
members to dispense the uncured sealant from the capsule, wherein the capsule contains 
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sufficient sealant to substantially seal the pocket, and curing the sealant (p. 2, sections [0002- 
0005]). 

It is known in a variety of arts to form a seal between two members by disposing a 
capsule of curable viscous sealant on one of the members, squeezing the capsule by pressing the 
members together to dispense the uncured sealant from the capsule into the pocket formed 
between the members, wherein the capsule contains sufficient viscous sealant to substantially 
seal the pocket, and curing the sealant, as taught by the collective teachings of Beers (Abstract; 
Figure 6; column 1, lines 7-8 and 12-14 and 44-53; column 2, lines 17-35; column 3, lines 44- 
48; column 6, lines 34-41 and 45 and 55-57; column 6, line 68 - column 7, line 1), Stol 
(Figures 1-5; column 1, lines 37-65; column 2, line 39 - column 3, line 5; column 3, lines 17- 
18), and Abraham (column 1, lines 35-45). Such a sealant delivery system is preferred over 
other sealant delivery systems, such as machine-injected sealants, because it is not as messy, 
costly or time consuming (Beers at column 1, lines 44-55 and column 6, line 68 - column 7, line 
1; Stol at column 1, lines 37-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to seal 
between the gaskets of the Admitted Prior Art by disposing a capsule of curable viscous sealant 
on one of the gaskets, squeezing the capsule with the structural members and dispensing the 
uncured sealant from the capsule into the pocket formed between the gaskets, wherein the 
capsule contains sufficient viscous sealant to substantially seal the pocket, and curing the sealant 
because such is known in the art, as taught by the collective teachings of Beers, Stol and 
Abraham, where such a sealant delivery system is not as messy, costly or time consuming as 
other types of sealant delivery systems. 
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Regarding claims 2-4, the collective teachings of Beers, Stol and Abraham disclose the 
capsule comprising a sealant contained in a thin walled semi-rigid container but are not 
concerned with how the capsule is formed. Therefore, selection of a forming technique would 
have been within purview of the skilled artisan; it being noted that the claimed technique is well 
known and conventional in the capsule art. 

As for the type of sealant material in the capsule, selection of a particular sealant would 
have been within purview of the skilled artisan depending on the material of the gaskets being 
sealed by the sealant; it being noted that the claimed sealants are well known and conventional in 
the gasket art. 

Regarding claims 5-6, the collective teachings of Beers (column 2, lines 28-35), Stol and 
Abraham disclose such. 

7. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Admitted 
Prior Art and the collective teachings of Beers, Stol and Abraham as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of the collective teachings of Walding and the prior art referred to by 
Leiszter. 

Regarding claims 7-8, the Admitted Prior Art is silent as to a particular configuration for 
the adjoining gasket surfaces. Selection of a configuration would have been within purview of 
the skilled artisan; however, it would have been obvious to use interdigitated surfaces, such as 
tongue and groove, because such is known in the gasket art, as taught by the collective teachings 
of Walding (Figure 2; column 3, lines 25-35) and the prior art referred to by Leiszter (column 1, 
lines 15-23). 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
GFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jessica L, Rossi whose telephone number is 571-272-1223. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-5 :30) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard D. Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


JESSICA ROSSI 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



